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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,  
 




SONNY DEAN FARROW, 
 












          NOS. 44588 & 44589 
 
          Kootenai County Case Nos.  
          CR-2014-12774 & 2015-12500 
 
           
          RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
 
     
      Issue 




Farrow Has Failed To Establish That The District Court Abused Its Sentencing 
Discretion 
 
 In Docket No. 44588, Farrow pled guilty to felony domestic battery and the 
district court imposed a unified sentence of nine years, with five years fixed, and 
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retained jurisdiction.  (R., pp.62-64.)1 Following the retained jurisdiction review period, 
the court placed Farrow on probation.  (R., pp.69-72.)  Less than two months later, 
Farrow’s probation officer submitted a Report of Probation Violation alleging Farrow 
violated his probation by committing a new crime - felony domestic battery (Docket No. 
44589).  (R., pp.78-79, 99-102.)  Farrow admitted the probation violation allegation in 
Docket No. 44588, and pled guilty to the new felony charge in Docket No. 44589.  (R., 
pp.99-102.)  The district court revoked Farrow’s probation in Docket No. 44588, and 
imposed a unified sentence of three years, with one year fixed, in Docket No. 44589, 
and ordered the sentences to run consecutive.  (R., pp.103-05.)  The district court again 
retained jurisdiction, which it later relinquished.  (R., pp.104-105, 112-113.)  Farrow filed 
a timely notice of appeal from the district court’s order relinquishing jurisdiction.  (R., 
pp.114-117.) 
Farrow asserts the district court abused its discretion by relinquishing jurisdiction 
in light of the “progress he made in the [retained jurisdiction] program and his potential 
for continued rehabilitation while on probation.”  (Appellant’s Brief, pp.5-6.)  Farrow has 
failed to establish an abuse of discretion.   
“Probation is a matter left to the sound discretion of the court.”  I.C. § 19-2601(4). 
 The decision to relinquish jurisdiction is a matter within the sound discretion of the trial 
court and will not be overturned on appeal absent an abuse of that discretion.  See 
State v. Hood, 102 Idaho 711, 712, 639 P.2d 9, 10 (1981); State v. Lee, 117 Idaho 203, 
205-06, 786 P.2d 594, 596-97 (Ct. App. 1990).  A court’s decision to relinquish 
                                            
1 There are two copies of the Clerk’s Record included in the record on appeal; all 
citations in this brief will be to the electronic record titled “FARROW, Sonny_SC #44588 
& #44589.” 
 3 
jurisdiction will not be deemed an abuse of discretion if the trial court has sufficient 
information to determine that a suspended sentence and probation would be 
inappropriate under I.C. § 19-2521.  State v. Chapel, 107 Idaho 193, 194, 687 P.2d 583, 
584 (Ct. App. 1984).    
While Farrow did complete programming during the retained jurisdiction review 
period, and was recommended for probation, he also had six disciplinary sanctions with 
the last four occurring towards the end of his program.  (PSI, p.55.)  Also, during the last 
night of Farrow’s review period, a “hazing” incident occurred, and when questioned 
about the incident, Farrow was unwilling to give names or provide detail until pressed 
further by the investigating officers.  (PSI, pp.64-65.)  Farrow’s case manager submitted 
a letter to the court about the incident, stating, “The concern, at this time, is that Mr. 
Farrow is not being honest about the situation and is minimizing the facts, and his 
unwillingness to fully cooperate does not show the desired behavior of someone being 
recommended for probation.”  (PSI, pp.64-65.)  At the jurisdictional review hearing the 
district court reminded Farrow that when he gave him a second opportunity for retained 
jurisdiction after violating his probation by committing a new felony, he was told he 
“better come back with an excellent report.”  (7/26/2016 Tr., p.12, Ls.20-22; see also 
11/19/2015 Tr., p.42, Ls.6-13.)  Farrow did not “come back with an excellent report.”  
The district court elaborated: 
Your APSI isn’t excellent.  It’s far from it.  One, two, three written warning 
incidents.  One, two, three verbal warning incidents.  The frequency of 
those incidents actually intensified over the time that you were there.  In 
other words, it wasn’t that you did all those activities and bad things for 
which you were written up at the beginning of the program and then 
conformed your behavior.  You had two in January, . . . three in May, and 
one in June, so the report itself, while it recommends probation, isn’t 
anywhere close to an excellent report, so you didn’t meet my criteria that I 
 4 
gave to you when I imposed sentence on the newer case and revoked 
your probation in the older case . . .. 
 
(7/26/2016 Tr., p.12, L.25 – p.13, L.14.)   
Based on Farrow’s history, the district court concluded it could not “protect the 
public by putting [Farrow] on probation.”  (7/26/16 Tr., p.15, Ls.1-9.)  This conclusion 
was well-within the district court’s discretion and is supported by the record.  Farrow has 
failed to establish otherwise.  
 
Conclusion 
 The state respectfully requests this Court affirm the district court’s order 
relinquishing jurisdiction in Docket Nos. 44588 and 44589. 




      __/s/_Jessica M. Lorello_________ 
      JESSICA M. LORELLO 
      Deputy Attorney General 
 
 
      ALICIA HYMAS 
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